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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
SHREWSBURY, MASSACHUSETTS 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

Regular Meeting:  Monday, April 27, 2015, 6:30 PM 
Location:  Old Selectmen’s Room – Municipal Office Building – 100 Maple Avenue 
                                         
                                                                                                                                                                                                           
1. Review and Approve Minutes 
 
2. Sign Bills 
 
3. Public Hearings 
 

6:30 PM  307 Main Street – Madirock, Inc. – Request for Withdrawal 
   Use Variance – Catering business and public relations/publishing business 
 

12-16 Harrington Avenue – Carl Abbascia 
Special Permit – Operate an outdoor food vending service 

 
136 Prospect Street – Birch Brush Realty Trust/Khaja Shamsuddin 
Variance – Lot size 

 
6:45 PM  73 Summer Street – Matt George 
   Special Permit – Construct an in-law apartment 
 
   1000 Main Street – Shrewsbury Farmer’s Market, LLC 
   Amendment to Special Permit – Operate a farmers’ market       

 
4. New Business   235 Main Street – Dr. Peter T. Zacharia 

Request for        Use Variance – Medical office building in a residential district 
Extensions          Variance – Sign (square footage & front setback) 

              
      Withdrawal Policy 

 
5. Old Business    Master Plan Update 
 
6. Correspondence  
 

  



 
TOWN OF SHREWSBURY 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
RICHARD D. CARNEY MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 
100 MAPLE AVENUE 
SHREWSBURY, MA 
 
April 27, 2015             6:30 PM 
To hear the appeal of Carl Abbascia, 12-16 Harrington Ave., Shrewsbury MA, for a Special Permit to 
the Town of Shrewsbury Zoning Bylaw under Section VI-Table I, to operate an outdoor food vending 
service business in the Commercial District upon property located at 12-16 Harrington Ave. The subject 
premise is described on the Shrewsbury Assessor’s Tax Plate 32 Plot 112. 
 
April 27, 2015            6:30 PM  
To hear the appeal of Khaja Shamsuddin, Birch Brush Realty Trust, 23 Peterson Road, Natick MA, for a 
Variance to the Town of Shrewsbury Zoning Bylaw under Section VII-B.7.a.1, to create a rear lot 
having 26,087 square feet of land area for single family use in the Residence B-1 District upon property 
located at 136 Prospect Street. The subject premise is described on the Shrewsbury Assessor’s Tax Plate 
17 Plot 12. 
 
April 27, 2015          6:45 PM  
To hear the appeal of Matt George, 73 Summer Street, Shrewsbury MA, for a Special Permit to the 
Town of Shrewsbury Zoning Bylaw under Section VI-Table I, to construct an in-law apartment in the 
Residence B-1 District upon property located at 73 Summer Street. The subject premise is described on 
the Shrewsbury Assessor’s Tax Plate 22 Plot 334. 
 
April 27, 2015                     6:45 PM 
To hear the appeal of Shrewsbury Farmer’s Market, LLC, 38 Stoney Hill Rd, Shrewsbury MA, for an 
amendment to the Special Permit granted April 28, 2014 under The Town of Shrewsbury Zoning Bylaw 
Section VI-Table I, to operate a Farmer’s Market in the Rural B District upon property located at 1000 
Main St. The subject premise is described on the Shrewsbury Assessor’s Tax Plate 18 Plot 30. 
 
Paul M. George, Clerk   

 
 

 
 

 

WORCESTER TELEGRAM:  Fridays, April 10 & April 17, 2015 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
February 23, 2015 

 
LOCATION:   Selectmen’s Meeting Room, Municipal Office Building   

  
MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul George, Clerk/Acting Chair 
   Fred Confalone 
   Melvin Gordon  
   Dale Schaetzke 
   Lisa Cossette, Associate Member 
   Maribeth Lynch, Associate Member 

 
Mr. Rosen opened the meeting at 6:30PM and reviewed the procedures.  

 
Minutes 
The December 29, 2014 minutes were presented for approval.  

 

VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Gordon moved to approve the minutes. Mr. Schaetzke seconded. Mr. Confalone 
abstained. Motion carried. 
Minutes:  The minutes of the December 29, 2014 meeting were approved 4-0. 
 

Bills 
Mr. George announced the following bills: 

 

 $161.00 to the Telegram & Gazette for the December 29, 2014 legal notices. 
Total = $161.00 

 
VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the bills. Mr. Gordon seconded. Motion carried. 
Bills:  The bills were unanimously approved and signed. 
 

Hearing 1 
3 Flagg Road – William Anthony Galli 
Variance – Construct a deck (front setback) 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Ms. Cossette, 
Mr. Confalone, Mr. Gordon, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 Mr. Galli was present as was Atty. Richard Ricker to represent him. Atty. Ricker displayed the plot 

plan. Mr. Galli bought the property last summer. The deck had fallen off over two (2) years before. 
He would like to replace it especially since it is a second means of egress from the existing sliding 
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glass doors. Two (2) photos were submitted (H1:E1-2). It was also mentioned he would also like to 
build a fence on the Route 20 side.  

 He explained that the lot is on the corner of Flagg Road and Route 20/Hartford Turnpike and also is 
a waterfront lot. It is a long, narrow lot, and there are Conservation issues as well. He is limited as to 
what he can do. He would need a Variance for anything he did. The deck, as shown on the plot plan, 
would be 15.4 feet from the front lot line of Hartford Turnpike; the house itself is closer by 4-5 feet. 
The hardship is the placement of the house on the lot, since the whole house is in the setback. 

 This is for a single family use. It is necessary for egress. There would be no nuisance. 
Board Questions 
 Mr. George asked the size of the previous deck. Atty. Ricker said they didn’t know; they could only 

get an idea from the pre-existing frame showing in the photos submitted.  
 Mr. Schaetzke clarified it would be a bit wider than the sliding glass door openings. Yes.  
 Mr. Gordon checked as to whether it fell down or was taken down with or without a permit. Atty. 

Ricker said that they had no idea. 
 Ms. Cossette asked Ms. Las what the setback was in this zoning district. Ms. Las clarified that in the 

Limited Business District, which does allow residential housing, the requirement is 15 feet. 
However, along the frontage of Hartford Turnpike the requirement is 50 feet. Although the plot plan 
shows 15 feet, the property line is 20-25 feet from the Hartford Turnpike pavement.  

 Mr. George asked what size deck he was proposing. Mr. Galli said, 15 feet by 8 feet, which is based 
on the frame that was left. 

 Mr. Gordon asked if there would be a stairway from the deck to the back yard. Atty. Ricker, yes. 
Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 The request made sense to the Board as it provides a necessary means of egress. 

 
VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Variance for 3 Flagg Road. Ms. Cossette 
seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 1:  The Variance for 3 Flagg Road was unanimously approved. 
 

Hearing 2 
9 Fifth Avenue – 9 Fifth Ave, LLC c/o Nancy Castle 
Special Permit Amendment – Alter building setback (side setback) 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Ms. Cossette, 
Mr. Confalone, Mr. Gordon, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 Atty. Ricker was present to represent 9 Fifth Ave, LLC and Nancy Castle. He displayed the plot 

plan. He explained that they are requesting an amendment to the Special Permit granted in 2012. It 
was to replace two (2) smaller houses on the lot. The Permit Extension Act applies in this case due to 
the date it was granted.  

 The original side setbacks granted were 4.5 feet at one end and 5.9 feet at the other wider end. They 
are now requesting to maintain a uniform 4.5 feet all along that side, but no closer. Atty. Ricker said 
that in designing the interior of the house to be built on the lot, Ms. Castle realized that without the 
extra footage she would not be able to have the layout she wanted. The existing wall on that side 
would come down. 
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Board Questions 
 Mr. George commented that it does make for a smoother dwelling line, but why was this not asked 

for at the previous hearing? Atty. Ricker said he believed it only came about later in Ms. Castle’s 
discussions with the builder. 

 Ms. Cossette clarified that the retaining wall would be changing. Atty. Ricker replied that it will be 
eliminated now since it does not seem necessary, since there is still a considerable distance to the 
next house. 

 Mr. George asked if this had gone before the Conservation Commission. Atty. Ricker said it had and 
that most of the conversation had been on the lake side wall to be rebuilt.  

 Mr. Gordon commented that this is a unique neighborhood.  
Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 None. 

 
VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Gordon moved to approve the Special Permit Amendment for 9 Fifth Avenue. Mr. 
Schaetzke seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 2:  The Special Permit Amendment for 9 Fifth Avenue was unanimously approved. 
 

Hearing 3 
32 Spring Terrace – Christine Yeaton 
Special Permit – Remove carport & construct a garage (front setback) 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation  
 Ms. Yeaton was present. She bought the 1956 ranch in its original condition at the beginning of the 

year. She said the existing carport is “structurally challenged”, and she would like to replace it with a 
garage and breezeway. A photo was submitted showing the carport attached to the side of the house 
(H3:E1). 

 The required front setback is 30 feet in this zoning district (Residence B-1). She proposes the garage 
would have the same front setback as the carport, which is 24.4 feet. She would also like to make the 
garage wider than the carport’s narrow 11 foot width, but she has room on that side to do it.  

Board Questions 
 Mr. Confalone questioned why this was a Special Permit and not a Variance. Ms. Las clarified that it 

is because this is a pre-existing, non-conforming structure, and the replacement structure will not be 
more non-conforming. 

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Mr. Gordon commented that this would be an improvement.  

 
VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Special Permit for 32 Spring Terrace. Ms. Lynch 
seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 3:  The Special Permit for 32 Spring Terrace was unanimously approved. 
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Hearing 4 
42 Sewall Drive – Lori Dawson 
Variance – Construct deck (rear setback) 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 Ms. Dawson, the owner, was present, as was her contractor, Tom Hawkins. Ms. Dawson explained 

that there are already some decks on the property, but none of them are attached to the house. She 
has some large windows in the rear of the house overlooking the pond, and she would like to have a 
deck in that location. There is some sloping of the land on the lot which is a factor topographically. 
It is not a tremendous slope, but enough that some older relatives cannot easily use the back yard.  

 She would like this deck to run the length of the house and extend 14 feet out from it. This would 
bring it to be 33.4 feet from the water and so she would need 16.6 feet of relief granted from the rear 
yard setback. 

 She added that this would not be out of character for the neighborhood. Many houses on this private 
right of way dirt street – including the house she used to own next door – have decks closer to the 
pond than this.   

Board Questions 
 Mr. George asked if the other decks would be removed if this request were approved. No, they are 

still in good shape. 
 Ms. Lynch asked if the existing decks were made of wood. Yes. Ms. Dawson offered more detail as 

to which deck was original to the previous owner and where there was a blacktop driveway and 
walkway on the property.    

 Mr. Gordon asked how much of a slope there is. Mr. Hawkins said it is roughly 15%. 
 Mr. Gordon commented that it was known that surveys conducted next to Newton Pond were not 

always known to be measured accurately in the past, but he thought this request did not derogate 
from the Bylaw. 

 Mr. Confalone asked if the northern most deck was attached to house. Ms. Dawson said no. The 
kitchen door corner butts up against it, but does not overlap with it. Mr. Hawkins added its grade is 
about 4-5 feet below the first floor, but that the proposed deck is within a few inches of the first 
floor. Mr. Confalone also asked if it would be attached with stairs? Yes. 

 Mr. Gordon was also curious as to whether the house was on Town sewer. No. Ms. Dawson added 
that the houses in this area were once part of Worcester Sand and Gravel’s property.   

Abutters 
 The Board received a letter from David Gerber, 44 Sewall Drive, in favor of the project.  
 As there were no other comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Mr. Schaetzke commented this was needed as a means of egress.  

 
VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Variance for 42 Sewall Drive. Mr. Gordon 
seconded. Motion carried.  
Hearing 4:  The Variance for 42 Sewall Drive was unanimously approved. 
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Hearing 5 
5 Church Road – Heald & Chiampa Funeral Directors, LLC    
Special Permit – Expand rear covered entry (front setback) 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 John Heald was present, as was John Grenier, J.M. Grenier Associates, to represent Heald & 

Chiampa. A site plan was displayed. Mr. Grenier explained that Heald & Chiampa purchased the 
property about four and half years ago. Since then they have made many interior improvements and 
upgrades. They are currently in the process of adding insulation and of replacing siding and 
windows.  

 There is currently an unused door on the Church Road side of the building that they would like to 
use. They believe it will help with better internal flow when they have large wakes to have people 
enter via one door and exit via the other. They would like to extend the current covered entryway by 
11 feet in order to include this other door way. The overhang is currently 3 feet off the property line 
and about 5-6 feet to the curb. 

 This is a Special Permit request because they would not be going any closer to the setback than 
where the building currently is.  

Board Questions 
 Ms. Lynch asked if they would be replacing the existing canopy in order to do this. Mr. Heald said 

yes, and it will get a new roof, new supports, and a new door as well. 
 Mr. George asked if the sidewalks would be changing. Mr. Grenier said they would extend the 

existing concrete slab under the overhang. Mr. George followed with whether they would be 
changing the sidewalks on the street side. No.  

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 It was thought this would be an improvement. 

 
VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Special Permit for 5 Church Road. Ms. Lynch 
seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 5:  The Special Permit for 5 Church Road was unanimously approved. 
 

Hearing 6 
36 North Quinsigamond Avenue – Michael Almada, TRM, Agent for T-Mobile Northeast 
Finding of Consistency or Special Permit Amendment – Relocate existing & new antenna 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 Mr. Almada was present. He is a consultant with TRM, representing T-Mobile. He explained this 

request is different from the usual requests in that it is for a Finding of Consistency. There is existing 
equipment at this site with multiple carriers supported, which is the norm today. T-Mobile’s 
equipment is the highest canister there. They proposed to build a faux brick penthouse to enclose 
their equipment. There would be no changes to the ground equipment. The public will not see more 
equipment than what is already present there.  
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 He gave some history as to the evolution of telecommunications law. In 1996, there was a federal act 
regarding the telecommunications industry. Following that the FCC provided further clarification, 
since many carriers needed to modify existing equipment frequently as technology improved. New 
sites are rare at this point; most upgrades are made to existing sites almost annually, trading out old 
equipment for new.   

 In 2012, Congress tried to formalize what the FCC had been saying in terms of what constitutes 
“substantial change” for modifications (not for new sites, which still requires a municipal Special 
Permit or Variance). Congress said in the Federal Tax Relief Act that these changes could be 
“administrative” within municipalities now, by simply administering a building permit, rather than 
“discretionary”, by the Special Permit or Variance process. 

 Many questions still followed in many Building Inspectors’ offices. So, in reaction to this, a 
guideline document was issued in January 2013 and was then formalized in October of 2013, giving 
further clarification on towers and base structures. Thus, “substantial change” for modifications is 
now defined as: 

 General – By not more than 1 array or antenna. 
 Height – By not more than 10%. 
 Width of support structures – By not more than 20 feet.  

 As for the history of this site, Nextel was the original carrier and held the Special Permit granted in 
2000. Then T-Mobile joined the site in 2006.  

Board Questions 
 Mr. George asked if T-Mobile was the only one using these antennas. Each carrier has their own. 

Mr. Almada explained that when they applied for the building permit to make the modifications, the 
Building Inspector recommended that their proposed changes be reviewed by the Board.  

 Ms. Las acknowledged that after listening to Mr. Almada’s explanation, Shrewsbury’s Zoning 
Bylaw is not consistent with the 2012 Federal Communications Act or with the subsequent federal 
updates. So voting for the Finding of Consistency would make Shrewsbury consistent with these 
federal acts. She also noted that the application and supporting plans submitted by the applicant were 
incorrectly marked with 28 North Quinsigamond Avenue. She advised that any future documents 
communicated be corrected to number 36 going forward. 

 Ms. Las asked where T-Mobile stood with the Shrewsbury Housing Authority, the site’s host, at this 
time. Mr. Almada said he understood after speaking with Atty. Richard Ricker that there was a 
question of the SHA being entitled to additional leasing fees. They are now in agreement and have a 
signed consent. He offered to submit a copy of that document following the meeting.     

 Mr. Gordon asked how the information submitted regarding the Mount Washington, MA Special 
Town Meeting was relevant. Mr. Almada said it was in reference to the Federal regulations – that 
municipalities should be wary of regulating telecommunications on their own, outside of the 
guidelines the government has already provided. Mr. Gordon followed with whether cell phones 
were not previously regulated. Mr. Almada replied that the 2012 Act covers federally licensed 
carriers who provide wireless communication services.  

 Mr. Gordon asked if Metro PCS owned this site before. Mr. Almada replied that there are five (5) 
carriers currently present at this site: AT&T, Sprint/Nextel, T-Mobile, and Verizon. Metro was 
acquired by T-Mobile in the past year.  

 Mr. Confalone asked for clarification on the changes proposed. Mr. Almada replied there are no 
changes on the ground, but there will essentially be a twenty-four (24) foot square penthouse – or 8 
½ feet tall by 3 feet wide - to replace the existing structure present.  

 Mr. Schaetzke asked what the Board was being asked to find with the Finding of Consistency and 
what would be the appropriate wording. Mr. Almada said since they have a Special Permit in place 
that this use is consistent with the Bylaw and with having a building permit (not with having another 
new Special Permit granted). An affirmation of that would confirm both the Federal law and the 
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intent of Shrewsbury Bylaw. Ms. Las gave a suggested wording:  To move to find that the 
application as submitted on January 23, 2015, by TRM, Agent for T-Mobile Northeast, is consistent 
with the two (2) decisions granted in 2000 and 2006, in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 Ms. Lynch asked for clarification on the antenna height changes involved. Mr. Amada said it is moot 
because they would be hidden; however, the size of concealment structure is the same height. Ms. 
Las directed them to pages A-3 and 8-2 of the submitted diagrams. Mr. Almada added that it is not 
presently a box-like penthouse. Ms. Lynch, but there is an existing structure in place? Yes. 

 Mr. George asked for the overall height for the top of the structure on the building. Ms. Las said it is 
ten (10) feet higher than the existing condition. Mr. Almada added that the height exception of the 
Bylaw applies. The existing building roof is 73.6 feet, the top of the penthouse would be 91.4 feet, 
and there is an existing T-Mobile antenna about 97 feet high. 

 Mr. Gordon asked Ms. Las about this being a “finding” as opposed to a decision. He asked if the 
Board had enough information for this. Ms. Las advised, Yes. Mr. Almada added that this was not 
more non-conforming that what was already existing. Mr. Schaetzke also asked why it was the legal 
notice had advertised it as a Special Permit. Ms. Las said she and the Building Inspector provided 
the widest possible interpretation at the time, since then they have learned more about Federal Act 
involved. 

 Mr. George asked if there should be any kind of limit placed on the finding. Ms. Las said it could be 
limited to the plans as submitted. Mr. George also wondered if there should be any height 
restrictions placed. Ms. Las advised that that could be decided at another meeting.  

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Mr. Confalone said it’s not more “gaudy” (conspicuous) than the other telecommunications 

equipment currently there.  
 
VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Finding of Consistency for 36 North 
Quinsigamond Avenue. Mr. Confalone seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 6:  The Finding of Consistency for 36 North Quinsigamond Avenue was unanimously 
approved. 
 

Hearing 7 
957 Boston Turnpike – Crandall Hicks Company, Inc. 
Variance – Allow outdoor display of products 
Variance – Eliminate sidewalk along frontage 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  

 
Presentation 
 Atty. Todd Brodeur, of Fletcher, Tilton, was present to represent the appellant. He reminded the 

Board that they had issued a Use Variance in 2014 for a warehouse facility on a different portion of 
this site, which is the former Shrewsbury Nurseries. Boston Lawnmower, which is currently located 
in Westborough, will relocate to the site. It will include a 20,000 square foot retail structure with a 
garage in the rear. They have gone before the Planning Board for Site Plan Approval and been 
approved. What is for discussion now is the retail area of the site. The first Variance request is for 
the sidewalk, and the second Variance is for display on the front lawn area. 
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 As for the first Variance request, it would be a sidewalk from “nowhere to nowhere”. Meaning, this 
site is isolated from other developed areas of Route 9, and there is no foreseeable use planned nearby 
to connect to. Walnut Street has no sidewalk to connect to either.  

 As for the second Variance request, they would like to have two small display areas (which were 
shown on the site plan) to roll out a few lawnmowers or snow blowers, depending on the season. 
They would be limited to the areas shown on the submitted site plan, which are 1) near the building, 
and 2) near the sign. The display items would be taken in for storage each night.  

 Mr. Brodeur recognized that although outdoor display was open to interpretation, their request 
seemed consistent with other similar businesses in town. 

Board Questions 
 Mr. George expressed concern for the visibility of drivers, of not obstructing the sign near the 

display area proposed on the east side. Atty. Brodeur replied that this type of equipment is generally 
not so tall as to obstruct. But Mr. George disagreed and said that some equipment can be larger. He 
said he had no objection with the display area further west. Mr. Gordon thought both areas should be 
allowed. 

 Ms. Lynch asked if the equipment would be taken in at night for both display areas. Yes. 
 Mr. George asked where the sign would be. Mr. Brodeur said that the exact location still had to be 

determined. 
 Mr. Schaetzke asked how these display areas are different from putting in a paved parking area. Ms. 

Las stated that “outdoor storage” is open to the Building Inspector’s interpretation. Usually if the 
display area is abutting the building, it is not an issue. But being situated farther out from the 
building, the Building Inspector recommended a review by the Board. The reasoning is that 
items/uses not explicitly mentioned as allowed in Zoning Bylaw are thought to be prohibited. Retail 
is currently confined to within a building. However, a warrant article to change the zoning before the 
May Town Meeting may change this.  

 Mr. Schaetzke said he is aware that enforcement is an issue in some areas of town. Ms. Las said 
defining specific areas of the site would make this decision enforceable. Mr. Schaetzke also said 
there seemed to be no specific dimensions noted for the display areas on the site plan. Ms. Las read 
them as approximately 25-30 feet by 120 feet on the east side and 20 feet by 120 feet on the west 
side. She added that she could note those details as submitted in the written decision.  

 Mr. Schaetzke followed with whether there should be a discussion to limit the number of items 
displayed. Ms. Las said she would not recommend it as the size of the items displayed could vary.  

 Mr. Confalone asked if what they proposed here was consistent with what they do in Westborough. 
Mr. Brodeur replied that it’s different in Westborough – it is a leased space, there is less 
warehousing and more pavement, and the outdoor display areas are less defined. Mr. Brodeur added 
that having designated display areas made sense for the Shrewsbury operation.  

 Mr. George asked how far off the layout was the display area closest to Route 9. Mr. Brodeur 
responded that was approximately 25-30 feet off the asphalt curb. He pointed out that it is near 
where the new freestanding sign will be.  

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Mr. George again commented he was against the display area east of the entrance because he 

believed it would be a distraction for westbound traffic. 
 Mr. Schaetzke asked Ms. Las how this decision might be affected later if the Zoning Bylaw is later 

amended at Town Meeting for outdoor display.  
o Ms. Las said since this decision would be pre-existing, it would stand as decided by the 

Board today. She added that the Planning Board has the point of view that outdoor display 
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can be reviewed through the site plan process. This request was reviewed and was found to 
be adequate and appropriate for this use. 

 Mr. Confalone said he didn’t believe it would block their signage, and he didn’t have a problem with 
it. He’s seen how they handle their site in Westborough, and it appears to be professionally done. 
Mr. Schaetzke agreed. He saw no safety concerns and recognized that it is for marketing purposes – 
to make the site attractive and to draw people in. 

 Ms. Lynch said as long as they adhered to what was decided to today, it would give some order to 
the site.  

o Ms. Las commented that if they did not adhere to it, the Building Inspector has the 
enforcement process of an order letter and fine at her disposal, if necessary. 

 It was mentioned that Wagner had also recently been before them to request a Variance from the 
sidewalk requirement for their location on Route 9, and this had been granted. 
  

VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion 1:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Variance for outdoor display, as detailed on the 
site plan, at 957 Boston Turnpike. Mr. Gordon seconded. Mr. George opposed. Motion carried. 
Hearing 7:  The Variance for 957 Boston Turnpike was approved, 4-1. 
 
VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion 2:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Variance for the elimination of a sidewalk at 
957 Boston Turnpike. Ms. Lynch seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 7:  The Variance for 957 Boston Turnpike was unanimously approved. 
 

Hearings 8 & 9 
163 Boston Turnpike & 15 Baker Avenue – Grossman Development Group 
Special Permit – Reconfigure existing non-conforming parcel 
 
193 Boston Turnpike & Abutting Parcels – Grossman Development Group 
Variance – Implement a site specific signage design 

 
Mr. George read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. Gordon, Ms. Lynch, and Mr. Schaetzke.  
 
Presentation – Reconfigure parcel (Hearing 8) 
 Mark Hebert, Vice President of Development, Grossman Development Group; Eric Brown, 

Architect, PCA Architects; and Brian McCarthy, Civil Engineer, R.J. O’Connell & Associates 
Engineering; were present to represent the Grossman Development Group. 

 This site for the “Lakeway Commons” project is just over twenty-three (23) acres. It includes the 
Spag’s Building 19 property and several surrounding parcels, such as Lovey’s Garage and 
Tileworks. Joining with these additional parcels has enabled them to offer some additional features 
to the project and the site layout. Harry Leiser, owner of the Sherwin Williams’ site, has also asked 
that his site be fully integrated into the new development and have the same design look, etc.  

 They have made an effort to include items the Town has wanted for this mixed use site. It will 
incorporate 100,000 square feet of retail in the front half of the site, then will have two hundred fifty 
(250) garden-style apartments and fourteen (14) townhouses toward the rear half of the site. They 
will also incorporate as much pedestrian access as possible, and it will include outdoor features for 
dining or having coffee outside.  

 They have also met with the WRTA to arrange for a bus route to come into the center of site in a 
common area for pedestrian use, not just on the outer side/Route 9 side of the site. 
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 From a layout standpoint, it will have multiple access points – two (2) entrances/exits off Route 9 – 
one (1) between Baker Ave and Lake View Ave and one (1) off Harrington Ave. The Route 9 
entrance will have a fully signalized light and entrance way with three (3) lanes of traffic. This 
traffic flow provide better, safer access all around the Sherwin Williams. In the MEPA process, the 
DOT suggested a signal would be needed off Plainfield by the Sherwin Williams. 

 This Special Permit request is to alter an existing non-conforming property, which is in both the 
Commercial Business and the Lakeway Overlay districts. The existing and proposed conditions were 
displayed on site maps. It is currently non-conforming in the following ways: 1) square footage 
(40,000 square feet is required; it has 14,000 square feet), 2) frontage, 3) front and side setbacks, and 
4) open space. There is also no stormwater treatment. Water currently flows untreated over the 
Spag’s property to the King’s Brook culvert’s catch basins. 

 They propose to reduce these non-conformities in the following ways: a) lot size will increase by 
adding a small portion of the Spag’s property to it, b) open space will improve with curbed, 
landscaped islands containing trees and shrubs, c) the current twenty-four (24) parking spaces will 
increase to twenty-seven (27), and d) the stormwater will be incorporated into the overall site’s 
stormwater plan.  

 There is a thirty (30) foot grade from the front to the back of the site.  
Board Questions 
 Mr. Gordon asked if Baker Ave will remain a private (not a public) way. Yes, it will shift slightly, 

but will remain an entrance/exit. Muzzy Ave & Olympia Ave will be connected and ultimately 
turned over to the Town. 

 Mr. George asked if there would only be one (1) access point into the site. No, there would be at 
least two (2) in and out of the parking lot. 

 Mr. Leiser requested that it look like it belongs to their center. 
 Mr. Confalone asked for more detail on the stormwater treatment process. The sediment will be 

removed before it is sent to the culvert. They have also been working with the Engineering 
Department, which has requested that the stormwater system go beyond the minimum requirements 
and recharge the groundwater as much as possible. 

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Ms. Lynch commented that their plan makes sense, and Mr. Confalone added that they were 

improving the non-conformities. 
 

VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Special Permit for 163 Boston Turnpike and 15 
Baker Ave. Ms. Lynch seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 8:  The Special Permit for 163 Boston Turnpike and 15 Baker Avenue was 
unanimously approved. 

 
Presentation – Signage (Hearing 9) 
 Mark Hebert, Vice President of Development, Grossman Development Group; Eric Brown, 

Architect, PCA Architects; and Brian McCarthy, Civil Engineer, R.J. O’Connell & Associates 
Engineering; were present to represent the Grossman Development Group. 

 Mr. Hebert began that they have been in the process of getting approval before all the Town Boards 
for the “Lakeway Commons” project for about a year now. They began with nine (9) articles before 
the Town Meeting and have recently been before the Planning Board for Site Plan Approval and the 
granting of several Special Permits. They also have their certificate from MEPA and have received 
their Order of Conditions from the Conservation Commission.  
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 They are requesting a Variance for their signage. Similar to the town of Dedham, in which they also 
struggled to fit their sign needs into their Zoning Bylaw, they are before the Board for this site 
specific request. It involves a shopping center, which will have a lot of internal signage. Since 
multiple types of signs would be available to each tenant, each tenant could potentially come before 
the Board and the Building Inspector multiple times. However, this all-encompassing solution for 
the site would prevent each tenant from having to come before the Board for a Variance for each 
sign and would only involve the Building Inspector’s issuance of their building permits, as long as 
the tenants comply with their criteria they set. They will make every effort to vet each signage 
request first before it gets to the Building Inspector. 

 There is a hierarchy of signs. There will be primary, supplemental, and freestanding pylon signs. 
Primary signs, which appear most prominently above storefront entrances and on awnings, can have 
either channel letters, backlit letters, facelit letters, cabinets with push through letters, or externally 
lit letters. Supplemental signs are smaller than primary, but similar. They also encourage blade signs, 
which are more pedestrian-friendly. Examples of all these types were shown, including for Whole 
Foods. Knowing the Spag’s history, Whole Foods has requested to be in the landmark location of 
being front and center on Route 9.  

 The freestanding pylon signs can come in a modern or traditional look. Mockups for the freestanding 
signs were displayed, showing their various heights and proposed designs. 

 Mr. Hebert confirmed that all the plans shown to the Board were consistent with what was shown to 
the Planning Board.  

Board Questions 
 Mr. Gordon asked Ms. Las if this would be a change to our sign Bylaw and whether it would have to 

go before Town Meeting. Ms. Las said no, that this is a request for a sign Variance. In future, 
however, the sign Bylaw could be updated.  

 Mr. Gordon asked about the blade signs as compared to what is across the street at White City. Ms. 
Las reminded the Board that White City had been before them for a Variance to have blade signs. 
This proposal was different in that it incorporates blade signs as part of a comprehensive sign policy. 

 Mr. Brown stated that their goal was to make the project beautiful and safe, as well as fun for 
shoppers.  

 Mr. George asked how the size of a sign would be decided, whether it was by the size of the tenant’s 
building. Yes, e.g., Whole Foods’ signs would be decided by their square footage. The detail of their 
entire sign proposal was submitted in the written in document the Board received. There is not only a 
hierarchy of allowed signs, but a list of area and height limitations too. 

 Mr. George followed with how many supplemental signs would be allowed for each? Mr. Hebert 
said there are no limits. Mr. George asked if all would be tastefully done. Yes, they are currently 
reviewing all the tenants’ submitted work. Every tenant received the sign criteria in their lease 
agreement. There will be no neon, no movement, no blinking or flashing; in other words, they will 
not resemble traffic lights or signs. Mr. Hebert pointed out list of restrictions listed in the back of the 
document.  

 They are trying to emulate Market Street Shops in Lynnfield. This project is similar to that in its 
architecture, though smaller. Legacy Place in Dedham is more urban, but similar in layout. 

 Ms. Las asked if they could comment on temporary signs. Mr. Hebert replied that they had checked 
with the Building Inspector on this sign plan, and each tenant would be allowed to have a temporary 
sign for sixty (60) days, e.g. upon opening. Each tenant would be allowed twenty (20) square feet. 

 Mr. Confalone checked on the location of the pylon signs. There will be two (2) monument-type 
pylon signs – a larger, 25 foot one will be on Route 9 near Baker Ave/Lovey’s Garage and will be 
set back about ten (10) feet, and then a smaller, 19 foot one will be at the intersection of Harrington 
Ave and Spag’s Alley and be set about 30 feet back (so as not to conflict with the CVS sign when 
coming from the west). Mr. Gordon followed with whether those would be situated parallel to the 
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main roads. No, they will be perpendicular to them. Also, the look will be basically the same for 
both, though the specific tenants advertised on each may vary. 

 Mr. George asked if there would be signage at Muzzy Ave. No, there may be some wayfinding or 
directional signage, but it would be at a lower profile and scale. 

 Mr. George asked if there would be signage on Lake View Ave. None is planned, but there will be 
one (1) entrance from it. It also will be landscaped and have a retaining wall along it. 

 Mr. Gordon asked when they planned to start. Mr. Hebert said they hoped for late spring ideally. 
They have two (2) more meetings – one with Planning Board and then with the Special Town 
Meeting to relocate the right of way  for Baker Ave to shift slightly east. 

Abutters 
 Nancy Castle, 4 Richard Ave, approached the displayed site map to have a closer look and to better 

understand the project. 
Board Discussion 
 Ms. Las said she reviewed the final version of the supporting documents submitted by the appellant 

today and recommended that several typos be corrected and that it be dated for the official record. 
This does not change substance of what was submitted, however. 

 
VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to approve the Variance for 193 Boston Turnpike and abutting 
properties. Ms. Lynch seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 9:  The Variance for 193 Boston Turnpike and abutting properties was unanimously 
approved. 
 

New Business 
Withdrawal Policy 
Ms. Las suggested waiting to hold this discussion until a subsequent meeting when the Chair was 
present. 

VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Schaetzke moved to continue the discussion on the Withdrawal Policy. Mr. 
Gordon seconded. Motion carried. 
New Business:  The Withdrawal Policy was continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting. 

 
Old Business 
Master Plan Update 
Ms. Las said that they have held several meetings to review the seven (7) draft elements:  Economic 
Development, Housing, Land Use, Natural and Cultural Resources, Open Space, Public Facilities, and 
Transportation. The last element discussed was Economic Development, and the next will be 
Transportation and Housing on April 9th. There are currently about 15 people involved in the meeting 
process. They decided to take more time and to have more public meetings and forums.  
 
Ms. Lynch complimented Ms. Las and the consultants for running a smooth, collaborative, and 
interesting process. 
 
Mr. George asked how it would be implemented. Ms. Las replied that although Massachusetts General 
Law does not mandate a Master Plan, it states that a Town’s Planning Board should direct the process. 
The Planning Board commissioned that the Master Plan be updated and put the funding in place to do 
so. After the Planning Board itself adopts the new draft, the draft would then go before the Selectmen 
for adoption, and then it would be acknowledged at the Town Meeting. The Selectmen would also 
recommend a committee to address the goals, action items, and recommendations. 
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Correspondence 
None. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 8:42 PM. 

 
Respectfully submitted by,   

   
         
        __________________________  
        Michele M. Bowers    

 
 

        Reviewed by,       
        
 

__________________________  
Kristen Las, AICP 

  
              

Approved by vote of the Board,  
            
    
        __________________________ 

Paul M. George, Clerk 
 



 

 

TOWN OF SHREWSBURY 
Richard D. Carney Municipal Office Building 

100 Maple Avenue 
Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 01545-5338 

 
March 30, 2015 

 
LOCATION:   Selectmen’s Meeting Room, Municipal Office Building   
  
MEMBERS PRESENT: Ronald Rosen, Chair 
   Paul George, Clerk 
   Fred Confalone 
   Melvin Gordon  
   Lisa Cossette, Associate Member 
 
Mr. Rosen opened the meeting at 6:30PM and reviewed the procedures.  
 
Minutes: 
The February 23, 2015 minutes were not ready for approval. They will be presented at the April 27, 
2015 meeting.  

 
Sign Bills: 
Mr. Rosen announced the following bills: 
 

 $402.50 to the Telegram & Gazette for the February 23, 2015 legal notices. 
 $165.00 B&B Printing for the ZBA return address envelopes for abutter mailings. 

Total = $567.50 
 

VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Gordon moved to approve the bills. Mr. George seconded. Motion carried. 
Bills:  The bills were unanimously approved and signed. 

 
Hearing 1: 
20 Bay Road – Jean Skaff & Abigail Skaff 
Variance – In-ground pool (side setbacks) 
 
Mr. Rosen read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. George, Ms. Cossette, and Mr. Gordon.  
 
Presentation  
 Mr. and Mrs. Skaff were present. Mr. Skaff explained that due to the size and shape of the lot, and in 

order to have a decent-sized pool, they would like to place it five (5) feet from both sides of the back 
corner of the lot. Since they are a corner lot, it is considered that they have two (2) side property 
lines rather than one (1) side and one (1) rear lot line. 

Board Questions 
 Mr. Gordon commented that he believed they had a hardship in the slope of the land. But he also 

asked why they did not propose to place the pool closer to the house and to the center of the lot or 

Office of the 
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FAX: (508) 841-8414 
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and farther away from the back corner. Mr. Skaff replied that this placement would give it sun all 
day long; another placement - nearer the trees - would provide too much shade. He added that JC 
Pools, their contractor, also had concerns about digging the pool foundation too close to the 
bulkhead. On the certified plot plan submitted, the bulkhead did not appear to be drawn to scale and 
did not have its dimensions listed, but the distance from the edge of pool to the edge of house was 
marked as 14.8 feet. 

 Ms. Cossette thought that there was still enough room within the 14.8 feet distance to shift the pool’s 
placement as Mr. Gordon had suggested. Mr. Skaff added that there is also a concern for the 
underground drainage in that area of the yard. 

 Mr. Confalone checked that they really needed that large-scale a pool. Mr. Skaff answered that if 
they were going to do it, they wanted to “do it right”. However, then he produced an alternate 
proposed certified plot plan (H1:E1), which would be less detrimental. It showed a slightly smaller 
pool (by 2.5 feet on the south easterly side) and a placement closer to the house to create a 10.2 foot 
setback (rather than a 5.1 foot setback) on the southerly side. That side would then be in compliance. 
Ms. Las confirmed that the Board could choose to accept the alternate plan as long as the newly 
proposed plan was less detrimental than the original plan that had been used as the basis for the 
published legal notice advertising the hearing.  

 Mr. George asked if the pool’s dimensions included the surrounding decking. No. 
 Mr. Rosen asked if there were neighbors along their easterly side. No. 
Abutters 
 A letter was submitted by Alan and Angela Govatsos, who are direct abutters at 16 Bay Road. They 

expressed strong concerns about the close proximity (of the original plan) to place the pool five (5) 
feet from their property line and their potential loss of privacy. 

Board Discussion 
 There was a consensus that the Board members could agree to the alternate plan presented, but not to 

the original plan. 
 Mr. Gordon recommended adding the condition that, along with the usual building code requirement 

for a fence surrounding the pool, that a 6 foot high fence be placed on the 16 Bay Road side in order 
to provide those abutters with their requested privacy. Much discussion followed as to how best to 
define this fence requirement, in terms of exact placement and length, for the decision.  

 Ms. Cossette added that she believed they had a drainage hardship.  
 

VOTE TAKEN: 
Motion:  Mr. Gordon moved to approve the Variance for 20 Bay Road with one (1) condition. 
Mr. George seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 1:  The Variance for 20 Bay Road was unanimously approved, with the following 
condition: 
 

1) In addition to the required 48 inch fencing requirement per the building code, that a six (6) 
foot high privacy fence must be installed along the southerly property side facing 16 Bay 
Road. It must run the length of the twenty-eight (28) foot pool as well as turn the corner on 
the south easterly side by having an additional six (6) or eight (8) foot segment. 

 
Hearing 2: 
19 Bruce Avenue – Jason Hartelius 
Special Permit – Second floor addition 
 
Mr. Rosen read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. George, and Mr. Gordon. Ms. Cossette recused herself due to a potential conflict of interest. 
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Presentation 
 Mr. Hartelius and his wife, Alison, were present.  
 Mr. Rosen informed them that with a 4-member Board, they would need a unanimous decision. Mr. 

Hartelius decided to proceed.  
 Mr. Hartelius submitted a petition with the signatures of seven (7) of their neighbors on Bruce 

Avenue, who had signed saying they had been allowed to review the Hartelius’s proposed addition 
plans and that they were not in opposition to them (H2:E1). 

 Mr. Hartelius explained that they have lived in this a ranch house for eleven (11) years. Now with 
three children, they have outgrown the house. However, since they like the Paton school district and 
would like to stay in the area, they would like to build a second story addition in order to add more 
living space. They intend to build straight up. They do not intend to affect the footprint for the 
addition; the only increase would be for a new deck in the back that would be in compliance. 

Board Questions 
 Ms. Las asked what their plan was for the existing carport. Mr. Hartelius explained that it had been 

installed by the previous owner on the neighbor’s lot line. He said they intended to take it down, and 
then fix the driveway. Mr. Rosen suggested the Board might want to include that as a condition of 
the decision. Mr. Hartelius agreed to it. 

 Mr. George asked if they had a drainage easement on their property. Both said, Yes. Mr. Gordon 
clarified that they had a drainage easement both in the front and back of the property. Yes.  

Abutters 
 As there were no comments from the public, the hearing was closed. 
Board Discussion 
 Mr. Gordon commented, as he has in the past, that he thinks second story additions should be 

allowed by right. 
 

VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. Gordon moved to approve the Special Permit for 19 Bruce Avenue, with one (1) 
condition. Mr. George seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 2:  The Special Permit for 19 Bruce Avenue was unanimously approved, 4-0, with the 
following condition:  
1) That the existing carport that is not in compliance be removed before work on the addition 

begins.  
 
Hearing 3: 
307 Main Street – Madirock, Inc. 
Use Variance – Catering business and public relations/publishing business 
 
Mr. Rosen read the legal notice into the record. Other acting Board members included Mr. Confalone, 
Mr. George, Ms. Cossette, and Mr. Gordon.  
 
Presentation  
 Atty. Richard Ricker was present to represent the appellant. He requested a continuance to the next 

regularly scheduled meeting. The owner has not signed off on the petition yet. The owner and the 
appellant still need to work out the terms of their own agreement first. 

Board Questions 
 None. 
Board Discussion 
 None. 
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VOTE TAKEN:  
Motion:  Mr. George moved to approve the request for a continuance for 307 Main Street to the 
next regularly scheduled meeting. Mr. Gordon seconded. Motion carried. 
Hearing 3:  The request to continue the hearing for 307 Main Street to April 27, 2015 at 6:30pm 
was unanimously approved. 
 

New Business: 
None. 
 
Old Business: 
Master Plan Update 
Ms. Las reported that when the Master Plan Steering Committee meets next, they will review the 
Transportation element as well as the introduction to the overall Master Plan draft. The next meeting is 
on April 9, 2015 at 8:30AM at the main Fire Station and is open to the public. The drafts from the 
consultants on Economic Development and Housing will be reviewed. As of now they are still on track 
to present the Plan first to the Planning Board, and second to the Selectmen in the fall. At that time, a 
decision will be made as to whether to adopt/recommend the newly drafted plan.  
 
Correspondence: 
None. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:00 PM. 

 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
 

        ________________________  
        Michele M. Bowers 
 
 
        Reviewed by, 

 
 
__________________________ 
Kristen Las, AICP 

 
 

Approved by vote of the Board, 
         
         
        __________________________ 

Paul M. George, Clerk 
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